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The Southeastern State Educa- 
tion Agencies Job Training 
Partnership Act Consortium 
provides assistance to its 
members regarding JTPA 
eight percent regulations, programs, 
and practices. To aid the Con- 
sortium's understanding of the use of 
JTPA eight percent set-aside funds, 
the Consortium requested that its 
coordinating entity, the Southeastern 
Educational Improvement Labora- 
tory (SEIL] that was formerly the South- 
eastern Regional Council for Educa- 
tional Improvement, conduct a 
national survey. The survey ad- 
dressed Section 123, which provides 
80 percent of the eight percent set- 
aside for services to eligible partici- 
pants and the 20 percent of the 
monies that may be used for ad- 
ministrative coordination and techni- 
cal assistance. 

In fall 1985, the survey question- 
naire was mailed to JTPA state 
education agency personnel in 
each of the 50 states. Thirty states re- 
sponded. A telephone follow-up 
obtained responses from the other 
states. Respondents were primarily 
SEA personnel who had responsibility 
for services provided by JTPA set- 
aside funds. In some instances, if the 
SEA representatives were unable to 
provide the information, they di- 
rected SEIL staff to another appropri- 
ate state-level JTPA representative. 

The survey questionnaire ex- 
plored three areas: dispersal and 



allocation of the eight percent funds, 
the state education agency's in- 
volvement in administration and poli- 
cy, and services provided by the state 
education agency. (See box for sur- 
vey questions.] Questions 1, 2, 3, and 5 
pertain to dispersal and allocation; 
questions 4 and 7 to administration 
and policy; and questions 6, 8, and 9 
to services. State-by-state responses 
are presented in the appendix. 



Eight Percent Set-Aside 
Authorization 

Section 123 of the Job Training Part- 
nership Act sets aside eight percent 
of a state's tote! oliocotion to: 

be used by the Governor to provide 
finonciol ossistonce to ony Stote 
educofion ogency responsible for 
educofion ond troining. 

[1) to provide serv'ces for eligi- 
ble porticiponts through 
cooperotfve agreements bet- 
ween such Stote educofion 
agency or agencies, ad- 
ministrative entities in service 
delivery areas in the State and 
[wh^re appropriate) locol 
education agencies, and 

[2) to facilitate coordination of 
education and training services 
for eligiOle porticiponts through 
such cooperative agreements 

Eighty percent of the eight per- 
cent set-oside goes directly to SDAs to 
provide services. T\\enty percent of the 
monies may tDe used for odmintstrotfve 
purposes. 



Responses to the question, 
Which agency receives the 
eight percent funds in your 
state?, indicated that in 40 
states a state education 
agency (SEA] receives most of the 
set-aside funds — ranging from 70 to 
100 percent except Maine, which re- 
ceives 20 percent. Table 1 lists the 40 
states. Table foshows that 15 of the 40 
SEA states receive the funds through 
a vocational education agency (12) 
or a post-secondary agency (3). 
Table 1b shows the six states in which 
the JTPA eight percent set-aside is 
divided between two or more agen- 
cies. 

Table 2 shows the ten states in 
which the eight percent funds are 
administered by noneducational 
agencies. Tables 1 la and lb show 
that in most states a state education 
agency has been designated to 
administer the JTPA set-aside funds. 



Survey Questions 

1 . Whict) agency receives the 8 per- 
cent funds in yaur state? 

2. Haw daes yaur state allacate the 
80 percent af the 8 percent funds? 

3. Haw daes yaur state utilize the 20 
percent funds? 

4. Does yaur SEA administer ail af 
the 20 percent funds? 

5. Where da eight percent funds 
flaw ta In yaur state? 

6. Describe the general rale 
educatian is playing In the day-ta- 
day aperatlans af JTPA pragrams, 

7. Describe the general rale 
educatian Is playing In the averall 
directlan af setting emplayment and 
training pallcy under JTFA in yaur 
state, 

8. Ta what extent da educatian 
agencies in the service delivery 
areas pravide appraprlate services? 

9. Ta what extent are JTFA funds us- 
ed far activities which wauld ather- 
wise nat be available in the absence 
af such funds? 



In response to Question 2, How 
does your state allocate the 60 per- 
cent of the eight percent funds?, an- 
swers varied. However, three re- 
sponses appeared most prevalently: 
states allocate by formula states allo- 
cate by RFP, and states allocate by 
formula and RFP. 

Question 3, How does your state 
utilize the 10 percent funds?, also re- 
ceived varied responses. Nationally, 
the 20 percent funds are used for 
administrative positions, coordina- 
tion, special projects, exemplary 
grants, technical assistance, 
statewide activities, JTPA offices, 
equipment, counselors, a Halfway 
House, an occupational information 
system, a youth initiative program, 
and research analysis. Responses 
may be traced to their respective 
states by referring to the appendix. 

The last question related to dis- 
persal and allocation was Where do 
eight percent funds flow to in your 
state? States identified LEAs, SDAs, 
CBOs, state agencies, prisons, com- 
munity colleges, vocational in- 
stitutions, business and industry, non- 
profit agencies, junior colleges, and 
other public training agencies as fin- 
al institutional recipients of eight per- 
cent funds. 

In some instances, final recip- 
ients of funds (e.g., LEAs, communit/ 
colleges, vocational institutions, busi- 
ness and industry) coincide with state 
agencies that disperse eight percent 
funCfS (Question 1). LEAs often receive 
funds dispersed by SEAs; community 
colleges often receive funds admin- 
istered by a Department of Commu- 
nity Colleges. Likewise, vocational 
education agencies sometimes dis- 
pense funds to institutions created for 
vocational training. However no con- 
sistent pattern prevails. The SEA in Ari- 
zona, for instance, manages all of the 
eight percent funds. It does not dis- 
pense them to LEAs exclusively; in 
fact, Arizona's eight percent funds 
are available to any agency that can 
provide training, including business 
and industry. 



Dispersal 
and 

Allocation 



Table 1 


AStaie 


Educatfon Agency 


Receives Set-Aside 


In 40 States 


Alabama 


Mlnr^esota 


Alaska 


Mississippi 


Arkansas 


Montana 


Arizona 


Nebraska 


California 


Nevada 


Colorado 


New York 


Conrtecticut 


Nortti Carolina 


Detaware 


North Dq\(o\q 


Florida 


Ohto 


Georgia 


OktahOTTKi 


Hawaii 


Oregon 


Idaho 


Pennsytvania 


Illinois 


Tenr.vssee 


tndksna 


Utah 


kDwa 


Vermont 


Kansas 


Virginia 


Louisiana 


Washington 


Maine 


WestVIrginka 


Moryksnd 


WbooTkSin 


Mtehigan 


Wyoming 



ERIC 
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Administrofion 
and 
Policy 



Contact persons in each of 
the states responded to 
two questions regarding 
the extent of the SEA's ad- 
ministration and policy 
making roles. In answer to Question 4, 
Does your SEA odminister oil of the 20 
percent funds?, a pattern emerged. 
Answers ore grouped below: 

28 of 40 SEA states answered yes" 
3 of 40 SEA states answered "some" 

8 of 40 SEA states answered "no" 

1 of 40 SEA states did not respond 

9 of 10 non-SEA states answered "no" 

1 of iO non-SEA states did not respond 



Table la 

Set-Aside through Vocational Education Agency 
or Post-Secondaiy Agency 



Vocational Education 
Agency 

/Kansas Ohio 

Idaho Okjahonno 

Indiana Pennsytvania 

Kansas Utah 

Minnesota Washington 

Nebraska West Virginia 



Post-Secondary 
Agency 

Hawaii 
Colorado 
Tennessee 



Table lb 
JTPA Set-Aside Divided Between 
Several Agencies 

state Agencies 

Alabanna 40% Secondary, 40% Post-secondary, 20% Ennploy- 

ment and Traini ng 
Illinois 75% SE/V 25% ConnmunHy Colleges 

Malrie 80% Deportment of Labor. 20% SEA 

Maryland 67.5% SEA. 22.5% Community Colleges 
Nortti Carolina 40% Community Colleges, 30% SEA, 30% Employmen t 

and Training 

Wlscor^n 4/.5% Jiecondary, 47.5% Post-secondary 







Table 2 


Stoles and NoneducaSional Agencies 


Administering ttw Eigtit Percent Funds 


Kentucky 


Department of Human Resources 


Massachusetts 


Executive Office of Economic Affairs 


Missouri 


Dh/ision of Manpower and Planning 


New Hampshire 


State Job Training Coordinating Council 


h4ew Jersey 


Department of Labor 


New Mexico 


Employment Securit/ Department 


RtKxJe Island 


Division of Job Development and Training 


South Carolina 


Division of Employment and Training 


Soum Dakota 


GovonrxDi's Offtee 


Tmos 


Deportment of Community Affairs 



The groupings above point out 
that most SEAs 1 n SEA states (those that 
administer eight percent to SEAs] 
control the 20 percent administrative 
money. Most SEAs in non-SEA states 
(those that direct eight percent funds 
toward noneducational agencies] 
do not manage or administer 20 per- 
cent monies. 

The second administration/ 
policy question (Question 7] urged 
the contact to describe education's 
involvement In setting employment 
and training policies — policies which 
are debated and decided by the 
Governor-apppointed, state-level 
State Job Training Coordinating 
Council (SJTCC] and local Private In- 
dustry Councils (PICs]. Due to various 
interpretotions of the law, the survey 
responses resulted in a variety of an- 
swers. Where education has taken an 
aggressive stance, educators affect 
policy through their involvement on 
the SJTCC and on PiCs-^which set 
policy for the use of all JTPA funds in 
each service delivery area. 

Where education may be in- 
volved to a greater or lesser extent in 
setting policy, several factors affect 
the degree of involvement. Certain 
personalities in education have 
stronger or weaker influence on PICs 
and SJTCC. Education officials may 
be present on or absent from in- 
fluential subcommittees. And JTPA 
education officials may reflect a cer- 
tain unmeasuroble amount of sub- 
jectivity. They may be overly frus- 
trated or overly pleased at their own 
degree of involvement. 

With the above content in mind, 
answers from the states fall into one 
of five categories: 1] strong involve- 
ment in setting policy, 2] a significant 
degree of involvement 3] average 
involvement 4] minimal involvement 
or 5] none or no involvement [Toble 3 
reports the states by these five cate- 
gories.] In those states that administer 
set-aside funds to noneducational 
agencies, three reported average in- 
volvement; five minimal; and two no 
Involvement in setting policy, 

5 



Responses to Question 6 re- 
vealed that educalors pro- 
vide many types of services 
in the course of working with 
set-aside funds. Education 
provides administration, compliance 
monitoring, program improvement 
and development training to Title II 
adults and in-school and summer 
youth, classroom training, vocational 
sl<ill training, basic skills training, 
cooperation and support, training for 
the handicapped, services to the 
economically disadvantaged, tutor- 
ing, consulting, counseling, planning, 
and policy making to the JTPA struc- 
ture. 

Alongside these reports of signifi- 
cant involvement in set-aside pro- 
grams, educators in six states — 
Colorado, Connecticut, Kentucky, 
Missouri, Rhode Island, and South 
Dakota — reported little or no day-to- 
day involvement in set aside tasks. 

In Question 8, interviewees were 
asked to comment on the 
"appropriateness" of educational 
services provided. Several respon- 
dents deemed their services 100 per- 
cent appropriate; others claimed 
their programs to be "responsive," 
Other interviewees cited the tangible 
"appropriateness" of job placement. 
Several contacts mentioned specific 
services provided such as GED, ABE, 
and high-tech training, counseling, 
assessment, remediation, and trial 
employment, as indicative of "appro- 
priate" services. 

Answers to Question 9 varied 
slightly. It asked To what extent are 
JTPA funds used for activities whicli 
would otherwise not be available in 
the absence of such funds? Nearly 
every state reported that the ab- 
sence of set-aside funds would 
eliminate or curtail vocational ser- 
vices, A few states mentioned that the 
absence of the set-aside would 
make it difficult or impossible to serve 
the hard-to-serve. Only Rhode Island 
felt that its services would continue in 
the absence of the set-aside, 



Services 



Tables 

SEA Invofvement in Setting Policy 

Average 



Strong 

Florida 
New York 

Oregon 
Oklahoma 
Tennessee 
Utah 

Minima! 

Connecticut 
Hawaii 
KENIUCKY 
Maine 
MASSACHUSETTS 

NEW JERSEY 
RHODE iSiyVND 
TEXAS 
Vermont 



Noi0: Colorado did not respond. 
States where a noneducational 
agency adminsters JTR^ funds are 
indicated In all caps. 



Significant 

Alaska 
Arkaasos 
Idaho 
North Dakota 
Pennsylvania 
Virginka 

None 

MISSOURI 
SOUTH DAKOTA 



Alabama 
Arizorxa 
California 
Dekawore 
Georgia 
Illinois 
Louisiana 
Mor/lancl 
Minnesota 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
NEW MEXICO 
NEV/ HAMPSHIRE 
North Carolina 

Ohio 
SOUTH CARO- 
LINA 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 



The survey indicated that states 
interpret the law differently. 
Forty states administer the 
majority of the JTPA eight per- 
cent set-aside to a state 
education agency. Ten states 
administer the funds to a noneduca- 
tional agency. 

Educational agencies' involve- 
mentin setting policies varied, with six 
states indicating strong involvement 
seven significant involvement, 
twenty-four overage, and eleven 
reporting minimal or no involvement. 

Services provided through the 
set-aside funds ranged from adminis- 
tration and compliance monitoring 
to training programs and training re- 
lated activities. Generally the funds 
provided for services that would not 
be available otherwise. 

Each state's compiled responses 
to the survey questions are included 
in the appendix which follows. 



Conclusions 



Aw%v%AM^iv Which ogsncy fs- Howctoatyour Howdoetyour DoetyourSEA Wh«» do 8% fcjndi 
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' Inyourifcite? 80%ofth©8% ^ixii? 20%fUrxlf? state? 



Alabama 


40% Post-secofxtafy: 
40% SecofxfcKy 
20% Retained at 
stafo levei 


50%. Post-secondary; 
50% Secondary 


Coordination posi- 
tions; education ad- 
ministration 


No 


LEAs 


Aloska 


SEA-Department of 
Edijcofton 


Formula allocation 


JTPA coordirxiting 
office 


Yes 


LEAs 


Arizona 


100% to SEA 


CompetitTi/e RFP 


Administratioa fund 
a Gcvemof's Task 
Force 


Yes 


SDAa LEAa any 
ogercy ttxjt con 


Aricansas 


Voccrtiooal and 
Technical Education 
DMsion 


78% formula by SOA 


Coordination octKfl- 
ties 


Some 95% 


LEAs 


California 


SEA through ogree- 
ment with Employ- 
nnent Development 
Department 


507o to SDAs 30% to 
LEAsbyRPP 


11% Administratiort 
9% Special Projects 


Yes 


SOAaLEAaCBa 


Colorado 


State Board of Com- 
munity Colleges 




AJI administration in 
Gcverixx's Office 


No 




Connecticut 


SEAttYough Depart- 
ment of Laba 


RFP 


SEA coordirx^rtion po- 
sitior^ 


Yes 


LEAa Higher Educo- 
tion 



Delaware sea RFP Administration in lea Some LEAa CBOa Post- 

SEA and Depart- secondary 
ment of Laba 



Florida 



SEA 



Formula ollocattoa 
same as 78% 



SEA Administratioa 
Fodlitates coordiro- 
tran of exerrptary 
grants arx3 special 
ecoromic depart- 
ment 



Yes 



LEAs 



Georgia 


SEA 


To SDA ttvough co- 
op ogreenrtenta 
Planning allocation 
only 


Administration and 
coordirxilion with 
SDAslEAs 


Yes 


LEAa through RFP 
with SOA Input 


Hawaii 


CofTYTXjnity colleges 


To LEA 


Used by State to 
fodltate coordiorv 
tion and trainir^ 


No 


LEAs 


Idoho 


Division of Vocation- 
al Education 


RFP 


Administration; 2 staf- 
fers 


Yea but Vocational 
Education is sep- 
arate from DOE 


State agencies and 
6 area schools 


Illinois 


SEA 75%; Ccmnxnlty 
colleges 25% 


Formula RFP rxxv 
competitis« r^teg. 


SEA uses 75% of 
20% for administra- 
tion 


No 


LEAa CCa state 
agerx:iesarxj CBOs 


Indiorx] 


State Board of Voca- 
tiofXJl ard Technical 
Education 


Formula distribution 


TectviKXil ossistoTKi^, 
prof essiorva! de- 
vetoprrent 


Yes 


SDAa LEAa ard otter 
public training agerv 
des 


Iowa 


SEA 


FOTTTHJla 


Administration for in- 
service PIC; cortsul- 
tant 


Yes 


Va SD^ Ya pfisor»a 
rest to rrterged area 
schools 


Kansas 


SEA-Vocotiorxal 
Education Section 


To SDAa 6 regkDTis 


Administratioa 
statewide octMties 


Yes 


tvtostty LEAs; SOAs 


Kanhicky 


Department o( Hu- 
mon Resources 


RFP— rx) formula 


U/A 


No 


SEA Vocatiorol 
Educatio(\ ottxx 
troir>ing agencies 



edixxmon is playing In the ckjy- 
kxkiy operationt o< JTPA In 
your starts. 


DMCribe the nolo education Is 
playing in setting employment 
and training policy In your 

slate 


To what extent do education 
ogendes In tt>e SDAs provide 
appropriate sefvlcec? 


To wtKit exient oie JTPA KiKls 
used for octtvttlei otheiwte nof 
available? 


Education manages 80% of Hhe 
8% 


Representatives on SJTCC and 
on PiCs 


Decided b/ PICs 




Administration; nnonftor for cxxrv 
pliance 


50^0 representation on JTPA- 
Educotion Consortium 


Contract with ronpfofit regional 
centers 


Programs would not contirxje 
wittKxit federal furtds 


Coordination with SOAs and 
technica] assistance 


Few members on SJTCC ard on 
PiCs 


Actual skill trainina onci iob 
placement 


hard-to-serve 


Training to Trtle li adulta in-sctxx>l 
and summer voutti 


Educators serve on all PICs; re- 
spresentatives on SJTCC 


Appropriate in nx»t coses 


Secondary and rxxxxxupotkx^ 
DorticiDants would not re^cf^^ 
services 


Coordination; program imprcve- 
mentond devetopnnent 


SJTCC representatives 




Most would rot have been 
funded 


Uttle 


Minimal except 8% programs 


Minlrral SJTCC provides nonorti- 
cal rote 




Majority would cease; ofr^ers 
would be reduced 


Technical assistance 


EducotofB on PIC. espedalfy the 
proposal review committee 


CouTseling referral service staff- 
ing assistarce 


Orvtt^eiob training experierx»s 
would not be ovaikabte 


Prowdes testing and assessment 
in 75% of SDAs; Empio/ability skilis 
training 


On SJTCC and local PiCs; pro- 
vides large percentage of 2A 
trainirig 


RespOTJSfve to all needs 


Basic orxt rerr^iol education; 
occupatio(X3l skills training 


Staff assignments to each SDA 


Education invoN^ ttirough 
representation on SJTCC 


1^ invotved in tralnir>g ard ser- 
vices 


Suport services arxl payment for 
training would not be ovoilabte 


Training 


I^epresentatives on SJTCC; assist 
onfy as program providefs 


Services to Trtte llA participants 


JlPA furds have provided great- 
er ftexibility in training 


Oossroom training 


IrMoN^ on PICs and SJTCC 


Rartges 


Most would rot continue 


Greater rote in deifver/ 


I^epresentcrtives on PICs ard 
SJTCC 


Cour^ir^ trainir>g 


Mcny handicapped and drop- 
outs would rot have services 


Local irvschooJ youtti program- 
ming and vocational skill training 


Two representatt/es on SJTCC 
and input to policy nxskers 


IfMDlved to a ''great extenf 


Indlcna uses local recouroes. He 
would not speculate furttier 


SDAs are merged area schools 


Representatives on SJTCC ard 
onPtCs 


Instttutiorxil skill training 


Vocotioral progroms in prisons 
ho^-e been expanded 


LEAs provide assessnr>ent em- 
ptoyment training and basic skills 
training 


Q/er 8% funds—yes 


Education provides services to 
rreet needed priorities 


Problems in coordirxDrtion be- 
tsveen JTPA ond Vocationa) 
Education funds 


Ver/ little 


Purely advisofy. representatives 
on cxxnmlttees 


Ltttte; run some progroms; does 
rotihttiorte 


Wouid reduce doss size 
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Which ogerKV re- 
c«4vM Ihd 6% funds 
in your slate? 


How ckMs your 
state allocate the 
eO%o(thed% 
FUNDS? 


Hew does your 
state utilize the 20% 
funds? 


Does your SEA 
administer ail o( the 
20% funds? 


Where do 6% Midi 

fkTwto inyour 
state? 


Lxxitstana 


SEA 


Formula by Depart- 
r^ent of Loba 


/^ministration in 
Education and De- 
partnnent of Lolxx 


No; Department of 
Labor--50% 


LEAs 


Maine 


80% Department of 
Laboc 20% SEA 


/^located based on 
a formula 


Support coordina- 
tioK secretary, labor 
market information 
and research 


Yes 


Sec orxl Post- 
secondary irstitutioris 
and adult projects 


Maiyiand 


675% SEA; 225% 
Comnnunlty colleges 


N/A 


N/A 


No; 25% to Depart- 
ment of Administra- 
tion 


LEAs 


Masscsctmsetts 


Executh/e Office of 
Economic Affairs 


RFP— only SOAs ore 
eligible 


545% SEA staff, 
455% JTPA salaries 


No 


To SOAs ttx3t sub- 
controct for sery/rces 


Michigan 


SEA 


Formula 


Administi^otion; grants 
at state and local 
level 


Yes 


SOAaLEAs 


Minnesota 


State Board of Voca- 
tiorial and Technical 
Education 


75% Formula 25% 
RFP 


Staff, irvsetvice train- 
ing and equipment 


Yes 


Area vocatiorKJl in- 
stitijtea community 
collegea arxi CBOs 


Mississippi 


Gcwemof's Office 
contrads to State 
Board 


Develop proposals 
fa LEA that can pro- 
vide match 


Administration 50% 


Yea but 50% goes 
bode to Goverrxx 


LEAs 


Missouri 


DMsion of Marv 
pCMef Planning 


Customized troinirtg 
in tt^ pfT^e sector 


2 positiorts in Em- 
ptoyrrent Security 
Commission 


No 


Business orxl Irxlustiy 


Montana 


SEA 




9% Gcvemor uses 
for administratiorc 91% 
SEA uses for training 


No 


LEAs 


Nebraska 


SEA— Vocational 
Education DMsion 






Yes 


LEAs and SOAs 


Nevack3 


SEA 


RFP 


Administration 


Yes 


LEAs arxl public/ 
pttvcrte rxxprofit 
agencies 


New Hampshire 


SJTCC 


Formula ollocation 


Adminish'ation in 
SJTCC: training new 
administrators 


No 


2 SDAs; one is tt>e 
SJTCC rtsetf 


New Jersey 


Department of 
Laba 


SDAa higher educa- 
tion SDE 


SOAs 


No 


SOAs 


New Mexico 


Emplcvment Secunty 
Deportment 


Post-secondary in- 
stitijtioris 


Goverrof's Office 


No 


Post-secoridary 


NewYofk 


SEA 


Formula to SOAs 


Administration ard 
grants for demorv 
stration projects 


Yes 


80%> to SDA 20% to 
publtc/prtvote ogen- 
cies 


North Carolina 


30% SEA 40% Com- 75% SEA 25% Com- 
munrty colleges; 30% munlty Colleges 
Departrrent of Em- 
ptevment and Train ing 


Administration 


No 


LEAs and Comnxjni- 
ty colleges 


Nodh Dakota 


50%. SEA 415% 
Vocotiorol Educa- 
tion; 85% Job Ser- 
vices 


Motets with ott^er 
federal and state 
funds 


Vocatiorcji educa- 
tion salaries and 
couriselorSi: Halfsvoy 
House 


No 


LEAs orxl junior col- 
leges 


Ohio 


SEA-Vocattorol and 
Career Eduoalton 


60% SDA& 20% State 
!t^<StitUtions 


Administration; coor- 
dthotion; projects 


Yea but Board does 
tt^ pionnlng 


SDAa state institutioria 
pubhc agerxaes 



ttKit enhance lirtoge 



to-day optaitoiit of JTPA in 
yourslal*. 


D6tcrib« ttw rote #duccrik)n Is 
ploying in letting •mpicymocift 
and trc3lning policy in your 


To what ttxl^nt do •ducatton 
og^ndM in ihm SDAx pcovido 
appcopriat« MfViOM? 


To what ixNNil ar» JTPA Mxii 
uMd fbr odMttM ottwrwtM no^ 


/^cJrninist©r 8% and nToortor train- 
ing programs 


Encourage Adutt Education train- 
ing 


Coreiderabte 


Some 


Devetop, imptement prc^omsc 
ck3Ssroom training 


One nonvoting seat on SJTCC 


Prcvkie GED preparation arxj 
skill training 


60% v/ould not continue^ 40% 
would be drosticalV reduced 


Program prcvKief 


Supefinterdent of Scnoois is on 
SJTCC 


N/A 


Most if not oil v^oM not contirv 
ue 


LEAs ore sewice prcwdefs n 
someSOAs 


Very minimat some members on 
adJiso(Y committees 


In rrost cases education is rvDt a 
service provider 


Dronrcrtic ircrease in tfainir>g for 
weitore recipients orxi refugees 


26SDAS 


committees 


Anf!)li<"^Ttir5ns nrp rsviswsd fnr 
eligibility orxi quality 


fl% funds >A/ill sfiiv¥^ nt^jid^ nrm 

W /O i\M Will ^^✓^ V V3 ^1*1 yiv^jj.^ 

not pk:d<ed up by IIA funds 


training 


Seats on advisor/ committees 
and one seat on SJTCC 


Provide basic educotiorv 
counseling and job ptocement 


Funds irxxeose errollment in &(.• 
isting agencies 


Cooperattv^, supporhr^ roe 


DedstOTfi mode lay Go/errxx 


Contract witti SDAs for delivery 


100% 


Vi^I^mUOi V.^J1 1 1 IIUII III 1^ III IVJ Sk^k^O 


Nor^e 


V/pfv Vt ihII nnw int of rtowcwTn 

trainir^ 


N^UOl^ 1 IUCTnJ II III 1^ >n^A,]lvJ 1^X3 

severely curtailed 


Administefs most of ttie lirmed 
educational octMties 


Representatives on PiCs and 
SJTCC 


Limited education activity, rrostty 
on-tt^e-job trainir^ 


World of Work trainirjg program 
would rot exist 


Classroom training 


POSJTCC rDemoers; SEA per- 
sonnel offer odyflce to JTPA office 


/Appropriate; /^BE and GED train- 
ing 


Training opportunities for ecoix> 
micalV disadvantaged would 
cease 


LEA-services 


fives on PICS 


M/A 


eroted 


Classroom troinir^ fa ttie ncndi- 
copped 


TvAD seats on SJTCC 


Money provides job skill training 
in Hhe FamiV IrxJependerce Pro- 
gram 


The FIP program would rxjt corv 
tirxje 


Classroom training 


Limited representatKx^ on SJTCC 


Higher eduootioa provides high- 
tech classroom troinir^ 


Programs would not continue 


Classroom troinir^ 


50% representation on com- 
mittees ttx:it approve project 
fundir^ 


Post-secondary rrxaintains comp. 
system fa occupational inforTT» 
tion 


Guidarce Inforrrxjtion System re- 
lies heavity on JTPA funds 


Essential educationa< 5e<vces to 
ttie ecoromically aisod/oroged 


Strong i^^/o^vement on SJTCC 


AcJdress local r^eeds and state 
priorities 


Affect out-of-sctx)ol youth and 
odutts In r^eed of pre-voootkrol 
tr-'^ing 


LEAs and community colleges 
are setvice prcvjders 


Representatives on SJTCC 


Services compty witti SDAs job 
training plans 


•Irrpoftont— state furxls are not 
enough 


Clossroom trainir>g tutonr^ and 
coureeling 


"^ite 0 bfT of representation on 
state and local committees 


Programming is origircl and 
cooperotK^ 


JTPA fosters experimentation with 
ne^ types of trait^ 


PkXTiir^g controctir>g tecttxxjl 
assjstarce 


Representattves on SJTCC 


LEAs provide assessment 
remediatiori skill-training pkxe- 
rhent 


Affect kx>g-term skill trairiing for 
odutts 
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Wt)ich agency rfr- 
in ycxr «kat»? 


Howdoosyou 
stole allocate the 
80%orttie8% 
funds? 


How ctoes your 
state uHiize ttie 20% 
funds? 


Does your SEA 
administer all of the 
20%fU>ds? 


Whefe do 6% tkxids 
ftawlo inyour 
state? 


Oklahoma 


Stale Deportnnent of 
Vocatiofxal and 
Technical Educatico 


3 skill centers 5 irv 
mate trainlr>g cen- 
ters 


f>l .-J .-. r-i fin Tr^r - .± - A ^ 

Admrustrcmon — state 
and local 


Yes 


Public training agen- 
cies 


Oregon 


SEA 


RFP 


Statewide coordirxi- 
tors 


Yes 


SDAs and LcAs who 
ore successful bidders 


Pennsylvania 


SfA— Bureau of 
Vocotona! Educa- 
tion 


Contracts to St>s 


To pay 25 industry- 
educotion coordirxi- 
tors 


Yes 


SDAs; 25% public 
sefvice ogeroes 


Rtxxje Island 


Deoartment of Eco- 
nomic De^/eiopment- 
DMsion of Job Devel. 
opmentand Training 


Formula allocation— 
sanrve os Title II 


Salaries in ttie state 
JIPA office 


No 


SDAs 


South Carolina 


Division of 
Employment end 
Training 


25% Department 
of Corrections 
and State Board 
for Technical and 
v^ump. cuuuuiiui 1, 
557o Governor's 
remediation 
initiative 


Administration in ■ 
Employment and 
Training Division; 
coordination with 

CCA* ctnff in 

Technical and 
Comp. Education 


No 


LEAs and other 
public training 
agencies 


South Dakota 


Governor 






Department of 
Labor 




Tennessee 


State Board of Re- 
gente 


Title IIA formulo— 
modified during co- 
op agreements 


Administration; plan- 
nir^ coadirx3tioa 
occup)atiorial irv 
f OfTTKition system; 
demonstration projects 


Yes 


Two-year collegea 
tr>en to LEAs 


Texas 


Department of 
Community Affairs 


Title IIA fofmula dis- 
tribution 


Model pnDjecta 
vouth initiative pro- 
gram coordination 
between JIPA and 
education 


Nor>e 


To SDAs which con- 
tract with LEAs 


Utah 


97% Office for Voca- 
tjoral EduccrtKXX 3% 

Economic Dev*elop. 


fvlatched witti state 
economic develop- 

1 1 IW 11 \\M KJ9 


97% salaries in OVE 
3% OJTED 


ON/E-Yes 


LEAs coadirx3te 
trainir>g wTth new 

r>ess 


Vermont 


SEA 


Through tre SDA 
wfiicti is ttie Depart- 
ment of Empkayment 
cifxJ Trainir^ 


70% to SEA 30% De- No onty 70%. 
partment of Employ- 
nr>ent ard Training 
for odministrotKXi costs 


The SEA subgronts 
with LEAs 


Virginia 


SEA 


Formula 


/<:jmin!stration in SEA 


Yes 


SDAs. LEAs, CCa and 
CBOs 


Woshlngton 


Commissjon for 
VocatK>nal Educo- 
tion 


23% Offeixfefs; 23% 
limited English; 24% 
special projects; 
30% economic de- 
vetoprrtent 


Research analysis; 
pilot projects; ad- 
ministration 


Yes 


SDAa DetDortnnent of 
Community De- 
velopnnent LEAa and 
CBOs 


West Virginia 


SEA— Bureau of 
Vocational Educa- 
tion 


RFP 


4 regional people to 
coadinate sendees 
with Employment 
Security Office 


Yes 


To local boards of 
educatioa regional 
boards community 
colleges, ar>d voco- 
tKxx3l schools 


Wisconsin 


57o Govenxx's 
Office; 4757o Secon- 
dary. 475 Post- 
secondory 


Post-secondary^ 
modified RFP; 
Secorxaafy— RFP 


AdministrcrtKxv-state 
k3\'ei 




To seoonOcxy school 
svstems a to post- 
secortdofy Vocat>on- 
ol EduoatKX> dislTicts 


Wyoming 


SEA 


Compettttve grant 
proposals from L£As 


Pnnrority for solonei 
one state ooordinata 


Yes 


l£As 
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DMcylb« me g«no(Qi roto 
•ducatk)n h pkiyfng In the do/- 
kxksy op«raitons of JTPA In 
yourstcrt*. 


Deicdbe th« role •ducotkxi Is 
ploying In setting empkjyment 
and training policy in your 
stole. 


To what extent do education 
agencies In tt)e SDAt provide 
appropriate seiviceir? 


To wtKit cKtenI one JTPA lUndi 
used tor acttvlties oltieiwlse nof 
ovaUoUe? 


SQnifteant rote in Lrtiliang funds to 
support >ADcatond training 


Leader in identrfyir^ and initiat- 
ing pnogranrs 


ExceltefTt prcvidef of training 


Affect training in specialfaed 
areas 


Consultants to PIC joint planning 
training prcvidef 


Hecfy/y representation on Gcv- 
errof's coundk actrve lobty witti 
state legislature 


Education prcMdk^ approximate- 
ty 90% of services 


Services woukj r>ot be aokabte 


Administration; njnnir>g tt^ adutt 
litefOCY and Vocxittonal Skills 
Training 


Ttie coming year will be mae 
coordinated 


PrcwkJe training 


Without JTPA we woufcj not 
reach 5^000 persons 


Verylittte 


One seat on SJTCC 


One Adutt Area Leoming Center 
and ttie Community College of 
Rhode Iskand prcwkJe services 


MostactMties wouWbeaol- 
able 


Administration, policy- 
making and classroom 
training 


Limited representation on 
SJTCOState PIC 


Specific skill training; basic 
skills remediation; trial 
employment 


No employment experience 
for in-school youth would 
continue; no special pro- 
jects; technical schools 
would serve fewer 


Uttte; admintsfration and skill trairv 
ing 


None 




Affect skill training for exempkary 

VTJlith nrvi rio-IHo-inH "tmininn 
y\Mii 1 sj( rii K9~f%AJ \\\M m 


50% of PCs setecled 2-year col- 
leges as administratwe entity. 
LEAs are irwoh^ in youtti pro- 
groiTis 


Representoltves on SJTCC and 
on 13 of 14 PfCs 




No problems With urrecessary 
duplkxrtion 


PrcMde technical ossistarx^ and 
instiuction 


Education advisory committees 
moke recommendatons to PCs 


Specific skill training and bosc 
training 


Serves a popukation of tfie dis- 
advantaged that coujd rxjt be 
served wittxxjt 


Coordirxite orxJ prcvide class- 
room training 


Strong leadership in erxxxjrog- 
ir>g ecoromk: development 


Results of empkuy^^nent ore tang- 
ible 


Abserce of JTPA furxls v^kJ cut 
down services 


Administer all education projects 
ttvough subgront agreement 
witfi Department of Emptoyment 
arxj Troinirjg 


Only ore member on ore PiC 


100% appropriate services 


*100%' means monies provide 
ser/ioes previously unavaitable 


Education is becomir>g rrxxe in- 
voK/ed In rr>eetir>g certain needs 


Conductir>g a study for tt^ pre- 
vention of drop-outs 


Offer 0 wkde rorige of servK^es 


Totoi service skill centers 
not operate 


Successful bidders operate 
educatKXi orxi trainir>g pro- 
grams 


Limited number of representa- 
tives on SJTCC and PICs; Educa- 
tion not a nnajor influence 


Limited servK^es because LEAs 
hove not been competitive bk:!- 
ders 


Furxis increased tt^ number of 
ger^atir>g servces 


Teactier trainir>g orxJ drop-out 
prevention program 


Seat on SJTCC and on RCs; 
Bureau of Vocational Education 
is 0 leader overall 


Mostly skill troinirg; dropout pre- 
vention includes counseiir>g 


Ihe programs wouW rot go on 


Al secofxjary and post- 
secoTidary irditutions deliver ser- 
vices 


RepresentotTves on SJTCC. one is 
0 "Vey policy nnaker'; representa- 
tives on RCs 


SDAs "seem satisfied with sen/ices 
prcwded by educatKXi ogerv 
cies* 


RCS ore reluctant to fund higtv 
risk prqects 


Monitor for compliarce; provide 
technical assistarx^; arxj report 
to DepartTT»ent of N4onpower 
and P»annrg 


SEA fTKikes recommefxiations to 
RC 


100% oppropnate skill trainir>g 


None of tt^ progroms woukj 
operate wittxxjt federal funds 
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